THE RETREAT OF BRITAIN
British territory would make Britain fight So terri-
tory was not attacked. The defence of territory, even
though it be of the Seychelles Islands, is a 'direct inter-
est', on behalf of which we will go to war. The
defence of the Covenant is in an entirely different
category. It is less important than the Seychelles. Its
defence is not an interest comparable with our interest
in territory. But if we do not believe that its defence
is comparable in importance with the defence of the
tiniest British outpost, how can we be said to believe
in it at all, and to be guiding our policy thereby as our
government is perpetually proclaiming?
Our whole attitude means this: We will fight to
defend our 'direct interests', to defend our view of our
rights when they conflict with the views of another
nation; we will arm as a litigant; we will not help to
arm the law. So long as we-favour the arming of the
litigants and oppose the arming of the law we make
the law impossible. And when we proclaim, as we
did during the Abyssinian dispute, that we will take
no action which might compel us to use our arma-
ments in defence of the collective system, how can we
argue that the purpose of our armaments is to defend
the collective system?
The moral of the whole episode is that we do not
believe the collective method, the method of the
Covenant to be the true method of defence at all. So
long as that is our belief it cannot possibly succeed.
What its sacrifice may mean to the British Empire
one Canadian editor of great distinction has made
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